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DRAWING 

A proposed drawing amendment on a replacement sheet is submitted 
herewith. 
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REMARKS 

We respond to the February 26, 2007 Office Action seriatim with 
respect to the Examiner's comments to the extent possible. 

With respect to the objection directed to abutting relationship of the 
facing objects this has been rendered moot since the phrase no longer 
appears in the claims. We call the Examiner's attention in passing however 
that the disclosure was in the application as filed as reference to 
specification page 5, which refers to assembling similar faceplates to form a 
group since the front face 19 becomes simply a portion of a much larger wall 
space, will show. With respect to the objection to lack of support for 
wedging pressure, the Examiner's attention is respectfully directed to 
paragraph 23 on page 7, "... has wedged the ... prongs into tight 
engagement ..." 

With respect to the objection to claim 23 we respectfully call the 
Examiner's attention to original claim 12 which calls out expanding prongs 
on the tube outwardly "thereby increasing pressure upon the wall of the hole 
upon application of the head of the screw upon the prongs" which is clearly 
a description in mechanical engineering terms of wedging pressure, all as 
clearly supported by Figure 3 of the drawing. Accordingly the Examiner's 
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withdrawal of claim 23 from consideration is respectfully traversed and an 
action thereon is requested. 

With respect to the drawing objections we submit herewith an 
informal drawing on a replacement sheet showing the facing objects in 
abutting relationship as described in the text and immediately upon an 
indication of approval of the requested revision, by telephone if possible, we 
will submit a formal drawing. 

With respect to the comments at the top of page 4 the objections to 
claims 1 and 2 have been mooted by the cancellation of the objected 
phraseology. With respect to claim 18 we respectfully state that the 
specification as filed has a clear disclosure of non-standard tool means; see 
for example, page 2, last line, also page 8, paragraph 27, also page 9. The 
reference to "off the shelf and standard components is clearly appropriate 
since some, but obviously less than all, of the components are conventional 
- see for example rivet nut 33 and many other parts before modification, 
such as tube 32. 

The 35USC1 12 rejections have been mooted by cancellation of many 
of the noted claims, and clarifying amendments to others, for example 
claims 7 and 22. 
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With respect to the 35USC§103 rejections we appreciate the 
Examiner's availability during our April 12 call in which she indicated that 
the passage "Claims 1-4 are rejected under 35U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by" was to be disregarded in the February 26, 2007 Office 
Action. 

All claims have been carefully rephrased to make clear that the claims 
patentably define over the unsatisfactory prior art represented by lesaka 
'618. With respect to claim 1 for example lesaka does not teach or suggest 
(a) fastening means being indistinguishable fi-om a very short distance away 
(in fact, in lesaka they are highly visible, indeed emphasized), (b) activation 
by non-standard tool means, (c) the only visible portion on the visible facing 
object being an access hole (lesaka shows large unsightly flanges 7 and 
decorated head caps 18), (d) locating the access in a design on the surface of 
the visible facing object so as to disguise it (indeed lesaka emphasizes his 
holes) nor (e) the structure of applicant's Figure 3. With specific reference 
to the Examiner's comments directed to claims 11 and 18 there is no 
teaching or suggestion in lesaka that non-standard tool means, which make 
applicant's structure vandal proof, could be used. 

In short, lesaka is merely exemplary of the ages old prior art which is 
unsightly and easily tampered with by vandals and hence totally non- 
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anticipatory of applicant's significant features which represent a clear step 
forward in the art. Indeed, it is not possible to read lesaka on applicant's 
claims and disclosure even with the benefit of applicant's disclosure. 

The Examiner's attention is called to the fact that all features set out 
in the claims submitted herewith have been present in one or more claims 
prior to the February 26, 2007 Office Action. 

The Examiner's indication of allowability of claims 12-14 has been 
noted and the examiner will appreciate that said claims 12-14 as presented 
herein are rewritten so as to include all the limitations of the base claims and 
any intervening claims as she suggested. As such said claims 12-14 are now 
unconditionally allowable. 



James G. Staples, Esq. 
586 Ingleside Park 
Evanston, IL 60201 
(847) 475-4279 
(847) 491-1552 (fax) 



Respectfully submitted, 




LOZART INDUSTRIES, INC 
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